elaborate system of regional union catalogs; and the somewhat complicated scheme advanced by Ellsworth, 3 whereby holdings of 1000 participating libraries would not only be recorded at the Library of Congress, but would also be circularized by means of book catalogs among the libraries themselves. The possibility of extending the services of the Library of Congress in cooperative cataloging has also been noted. 4 The utilization of the existing Union Catalog of the Library of Congress is involved in these proposals. The Library of Congress Cooperative Acquisitions Program had as one of its major features cooperative cataloging, based on special assignments, by the participating libraries.
Although these suggestions are on a na- To determine how much duplication in original cataloging was occurring among the six libraries-Columbia, New York University, New York Public Library, Fordham, Yale and Princeton-a selected group of 500 main entries which received original cataloging at Columbia was checked in the catalog of each of the other five. These entries were chosen from material processed by the main Cataloging Department at Columbia in the spring and summer of 1946. Actual process slips were used for checking.
The sampling was made at random, but works in subject fields not thought to be common to all the libraries were excluded. Thus titles from the Schools of Law and Medicine at Columbia, and those titles specifically in the subjects of engineering and library science were eliminated. Entries for items in special collections were not included. Further, only entries in the Roman alphabet were included, which probably eliminated a number of titles in the Russian language. Proportions of various subject classes and languages were kept, as nearly as possible, representative of the kind and amount of work passing through the Columbia Cataloging Department.
In order to provide a basis for comparing the entries in the catalogs of the libraries, they were carefully examined point by point and were designated as included or lacking by checking the initials of the library. Such variations as difference in date of imprint, usually accepted at Columbia when present on L.C. cards, were allowed. In some cases duplication had to be assumed, as in comparison of the Columbia entries with those at Princeton, where preliminary pagination is not always given. In spite of careful checking in the L.C. Depository Catalog, a few L.C. printed cards did appear for titles checked in the other catalogs. The percentage of these was very low, probably not working out to more than about 1 per cent of the titles checked. They were not counted as duplicates.
Although the basic list was made up of a random selection of 500 titles, they fell into four types: books, monographs, theses and publications of governments and other corporate bodies. Serials were excluded from consideration because they form so large and heterogeneous a class of material, and because libraries tend to differ in their treatment of them.
BOOKS : Of the four categories in the list the largest was that of books, represented by 400 of the 500 titles. Books were taken to include all works which did not fall naturally into any of the other classes. The majority of works cataloged at Columbia are in this class.
MONOGRAPHS:
The differentiation among books, theses and publications of corporate bodies is fairly obvious, but that between books and monographs was arbitrarily defined for this study. For the purpose of this study any nonliterary work of less than 100 pages on a single subject, which did not come naturally within the scope of theses or publications of corporate bodies, was considered a monograph. Monographs were the second type of material in size. Of the total 500 titles there were 73 of them.
THESES: Since kinds of material not common to all libraries under investigation were to be kept at a minimum, fewer theses were selected than might have been.
It was assumed that the New York Public Library would have fewer of these than the university libraries would. Only 20 titles on the list were theses, although Columbia catalogs a far greater number of them than is here represented.
GOVERNMENT AND CORPORATE PUBLI-CATIONS:
The elimination of serials from the study automatically eliminated many government documents and publications of corporate bodies. There were only seven of the titles in this class, or a little over 1 per cent of the total.
SUBJ ECTS :
The Dewey classification as used at Columbia was chosen for the subject division of the list. Literature ranked first among subjects, with a total of 162 entries. It was followed by history with 97; social sciences, 93; fine arts, 49; science, 32; philosophy, 30; religion, 17 ; technology, 12; general class, five; comparative philology, three.
LANGUAGES: English led all the other languages on the list, with 258 titles. German was second, with 67. Spanish and Portuguese considered together had 63, and French 49. There were 21 entries in the three Scandinavian languages, and ten, nine, three and three in Dutch, Italian, Russian and Latin, respectively. A scattering of other languages appeared on the list. These figures approximate the proportions of languages in the Columbia Cataloging Department's output. An exception should be made of Russian, which at Columbia accounts for a larger proportion of titles than is here indicated. The cause of this discrepancy, as stated above, is that this study eliminated titles in the Russian alphabet.
DATES :
In order to determine the extent of the currency of the material being catalogued by the various libraries, three time periods of unequal length were set up. These were: 1800-1899, 1900-1939 and 1940-1946 . These periods were chosen because the majority of books cataloged at Columbia were published in the twentieth century, and of all titles considered, the greatest number had appeared since 1940. That this time scheme was essentially suitable is borne out by the fact that 294 of the entries fell within the 1940-1946 period.
One hundred and thirty-six were published between 1900 and 1939. Only 70 appeared before 1900.
These titles, with the exceptions noted, were taken as typical of Columbia's original cataloging production during 1946. Since they were typical of a large library's cataloging, it was held that this might properly be used as the instrument to test the assumption that there is duplication in cataloging among a group of libraries in a certain locality.
The data collected in the investigations at the New York Public Library and at the libraries of Yale, Princeton, Fordham and New York University were studied according to the method set up for the analysis of the basic list, and the results obtained at each library were compared with that list.
Most duplication with the list from Columbia occurred in the catalog of the New York Public Library. This library contained 94 of the entries, or slightly less than 20 per cent. At Yale 86 of the entries were found, representing 17.2 per cent of the Columbia list. Approximately 13 per cent, 65 of the 500 titles, were found in the Princeton University Library. New York University had only 13 of the titles checked, and Fordham had 12, or fewer than 3 per cent in each case.
Distribution of the duplicate entries by type of material, subject, language and time period followed closely the distribution of the entries on the basic list in the check of all five libraries. It was generally found that most duplications occurred in the fields of history, literature and the social sciences; that books were the form of material most frequently occurring; that English was the language of most titles; and that most were published in the period [1940] [1941] [1942] [1943] [1944] [1945] [1946] . Of the 20 theses on the basic list 13 were found at Yale and 10 at Princeton.
The percentage of duplication revealed by the study does not suggest a general program of cooperative cataloging among the six libraries. The possible exception to this conclusion is cooperation between Columbia and the New York Public Library. A further study of the libraries shown here to have the most in common (Columbia, New York Public Library, Yale and Princeton) might indicate some possibility of cooperation along lines more restricted by subject, language, type of material or date of publication than was the list which was the basis of the study. For example, there might be cooperation on the basis of specialization in acquisitions programs. This idea has been given impetus by the projects developed during the war, such as the library of Congress Cooperative Acquisitions Program.
How many of the items included in the list of 500 titles are held by the Library of Congress and not cataloged was an unknown quantity. It is apparent, however, that so long as the Library of Congress cannot produce its cards quickly, American libraries will need to prepare some of their own cataloging. While this situation obtains, the possibilities of cooperative cataloging among groups of libraries should be explored.
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